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The terminal disclaimer filed 11/25/2005 is proper. 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

Claims 1-2 and 4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Cairncross et al in view of Hefele. 

Cairncross et al teaches a stencil comprising: a metal stencil pattern having at 
least one opening formed therein; a coating applied to the opposite surface of the 
stencil pattern and having a surface tension less than the surface tension of the stencil 
pattern (a polymeric material). Cairncross et al fails to teach a coating applied to one 
surface of the stencil and one or more side surfaces of the stenciling openings and 
having a surface tension greater than the surface tension of the metal stencil pattern. 
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However, Helefe teaches the design of a stainless steel stencil pattern having a coating 
on one side of the stencil and the side wall of the opening the stencil and the coating is 
known to have a surface tension greater than the stencil pattern. It is the examinees 
position that diamond has a greater surface tension than stainless steel because 
diamond is a hard, wear-resistant material similar to those materials with those 
materials having greater surface tensions taught by applicant's specification (at 
paragraph 0035-0036). Therefore, it would have been obvious to modify the Cairncross 
et al stencil having a polymeric ledge on one surface of the metal stencil pattern having 
at least one opening formed therein by providing a coating on the opposite surface of 
the stencil pattern and an opening of the stencil such as taught by Hefele for the 
obvious reason to increase the wear resistance of the stencil. Thus claims 1 and 4 are 
obvious over the above cited references. With respect to claim 2, Cairncross et al fails 
to teach the stencil pattern is a stainless steel. However, Hefele et al teaches the stencil 
pattern is a stainless steel. Therefore, it would have been obvious to use stainless steel 
as the material of construction of the Cairncross et al metal stencil since the use of 
stainless steel as the stencil pattern for a coated stencil is known as taught by Hefele. 

Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Cairncross et al in view of Hefele and Mehregany et al. 

Cairncross et al and Hefele are applied for the reasons noted above but Hefele 
fails to teach the wear resistant coating is within the scope of claim 3. However, it would 
have been obvious given the modifications of the Cairncross et al stencil as discussed 
above to provide as the wear resistant coating on the upper surface of the stencil and 
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the stencil opening another wear resistant coating such as taught by Mehregany et al 
(see column 4 lines 23-29) for the obvious reason to expect similar results that is a hard 
wear resistant surface. 

Claims 1-4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

Claim 1 is confusing due to a typographical error. It is suggested that applicant at 
line 4 of claim 1 after "at least of the stencil" and insert - pattern -. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication should be directed to Brenda A. 
Lamb at telephone number (571 ) 272-1231 . 




Brenda A Lamb 
Examiner 
Art Unit 1734 



